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REMARKS 



Claims 1, 31. 52, 59, 80-84 and 87 have been amended. Claims 25, 41-43, 76, 85 
nnd 86 h.vQ been ctincclled. Therefore, claims 1-24. 26-40, 44-75. 77-84 and 87 remain 
pending, Reconsideration is respectfully requested in light of the following remarks. 

At Iho lop of p. 2 of Ihc Office Action, the Examiner slates: "All cloims limiuuion, 
vvhich arc perhaps prcsenled in a different terminology, phraseology of forms are 
considered analogous, hence all clain^. will interpreted as having similar or equivalent 
iimilations." Applicants arc unsure exactly what the lixamincr means by this statemenl. 
Applicant nole that certain ones of the claims have differences in scope and meaning 
from olhcr ones of the claims. Bach claim should be ititenHcted according to its own 
pjtrlicular wording. 

Section 101 Ri'iicction : 

The KxJVT,nner rejected claims 80-87 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 a.^ being directed to 
non-statutory subject matter. Claims 80-84 and 87 have been amended lo recite a 
"tangible, computer-readable medium". Claims 85 and 86 Imc been cancelled. 
Accordingly, withdrawal of Ihcscclion 101 rejection is respectfully rcqiicsied. 

Section i n:^ (a^ Rejection ; 

The Ivxamincr rejected claims 1-16, 20-28, 40-49, 51. 59-69. 73-82 and 84-87 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brickson ct al. (U.S. Patent 
6.412,009) (hereinafter "Brickson") and Cunnineham ct al. (U.S. Patent 6,754.621) 
(liercinalicr "Cunningbatn"). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection in light of (he 
following remarks. 

In regard to claim 1. the conibinaiion of Eriokson and Cunningham docs not leach 
or .suggest eslablishing a transport protocol tunnel connection from a first node in a 
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mcssaeina system lo a second node in the messaging system, wUcrein the second node is 
a „ic5igini?^n.crcamfi,JM^ 

^^~y....„r.. in .pnr.ila .d ones of a p lurality of rccjinMs^JgcoLdjiiH^io^^ 
nicssag.in£A21, and generating a messaging system message on (he first node according 
tp^llL?_staiKiard .,m^ ^ persistent 

~HTIV tunnel to support a tcmiinal session (e.g., Telnet) between a client and a host 
(Abstract; col. 5. lines 1 -8). The object of Urickson is "to provide the client access to the 
host system as if the client was a local terminal directly connected to the host system." 
(col. 5, line 1 col. 6. lino 43). Using a persistent HTTP tunnel to support Telnet 
between a client and a host has absolutely nothing to do with a messaging server 
conngured to receive messages from a plurality of clients and deliver the messages to 
specified ones of a plurality of r<jcipieuts according to a standard messaging API. 
Furlhermofc. the client in Erickson docs not generate u lucssaging system message on the 
rust node according to the standard messaging API of the messaging sever. Nor docs 
Cunningham, alone or in combiiwlion with Erickson, teach or suggest these fcatorcs of 
claim 1 . Similar arguments apply in regard to independent claims 31 , 59 and 80. 

In rosard to independent claim 44, the Examiner has failed lo state a/;r/«m 
facia icjcction of Uiis claim. I'he Examiner states that this claim is ajialogous to claims 
1-16 and 20-30 and is therefore rejected by the same rationale. However, claim 44 
recites specific limitations not recited in claims 1-16 and 20-30. For example, claim 44 
recites iliat each of a plurality of transport protocol packets includes sequence 
information for the particular messaging system message of a sequence of messages. 
Claim 44 also recites processing the sequence of messaging system messages on the 
second node, wherein said processing uses the sequence infonnation for the plurality of 
messaging system messages in the plurality of t.-ansport protocol packets. These specific 
linnlations are not recited in claims 1-16 and 20-30. Since the Examiner has not 
addressed the specific limitations of claim 44, the Examiner has failed to slate prima 
facie rejection for claim 44. Furthermore. Applications assert that Erickso.t and 
Cnningham do not teach or suggest these limitations. Cunningham docs mention 
reordcri.ig messages, but Cunningham docs not teach that each of a plurality of transport 
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protocol packets iacl.dcs sequence mFonnation for the parliculur messaging system 
rncssaijc of a sequcace of messages. Furthermore. Cunningham docs not Ici^ch 
processing the sequence of messaging system messages on a second node, wherein said 
ptoccssiny uses ll,e sequence iriformation for the plurality of messaging system n.cssages 
in the plurality of transport protocol packets. Nor does Erickson. either alone or m 
combination with Cunningham, teuch or suggest llicsc features as recited in claim 44. 



AllowaMe Sul>jccHVIaftcr; 



Claims 17-19. 39. 50, 70-72 and 83 were objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but otherwise allowable if rewritten in independent form. In light of 
the above remarks. Applicant a..scrts that clain.s 17-19, 39, 50, 70-72 and 83 are 

allowable in Ihcir caircnt form. 



Allowed Clahns : 

Claims 52-58 arc allowed. 
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CONCLUSION 



Applicant submits the application is in condition for allowance, and prompt notice 
10 lliai effect is refipccl Fully requested. 

If my extension of time (under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136) is necessary to prevent the 
nbovc referenced application from becoming abandonee). Applicant hereby petitions for 
such extension. If any fees are due, the Comn^issioner is authorized to charge sa.d fees to 
Meyerlons. Hood, Kivlin. Kowert, & Goel.el, P.C Deposit Aeeotmt No. 501505/5181- 
91600/RCK. 

Also enclosed horcwith are the following items: 
[■] Return Receipt Postcard 

□ Petition for I-lxtension of Time 

□ Nolicc of Change of Address 

□ Fee Authori/alion Fcim authorijcing a deposit account debit in the amount of $ 

for fees C )• 

□ Other: 

Rospeclfally submitted, 




Robert C. Kowert 
Reg. No. 39,255 

ATTORNEY FOR AFPUCANT(S) 



Meycnons, I food, Kivlin, Kowcrl, & Goetzel, P.C. 

P.O. Box 398 

Austin, TX 78767-0398 

Phone: (5 12) 853-8850 

Dale: „_jr)cc cmber 12 . 2005. _. 
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